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Hon. Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

In response to the office action mailed October 1, 2008, the 
applicant requests review of the legal and factual basis of the 
final rejection in the above- identified patent application. This 
review being requested because of clear errors in the examiner's 
rejections and the examiner's omission of essential elements need 
for a prima facie rejection. This request is accompanied by a 
Notice of Appeal submitted concurrently herewith. 



Claims 1-2 0 are pending where Claims 1 and 11 are independent, 
where the most recent listing of claims is provided in the 
applicant's response dated May 23, 2008. In the final office 
action, the examiner rejected all of the claims on the basis of 
substantially the identical rejections as in the previous office 
actions dated October 7, 2005, April 4, 2006, December 29, 2006, 
and January 23, 2008. Namely, in the final office action, the 
examiner rejected Claims 1-20 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
anticipated by or obvious over Yokota et al . (U.S. Patent No. 
6,640,185). In addition, the examiner rejected the claimed 
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invention under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. 

As stated in the specification, the gist of the present 
invention is to avoid showing a "blank scroll" screen of a 
navigation system when scrolling a map image. When a user scrolls 
a map image where there is a desert, lake, or a large field with no 
roads in the scroll direction, the screen of the navigation system 
shows no visible object (blank) . Within the context of the instant 
case, this situation is called a "blank scroll". Since the blank 
scroll does not provide any visible object, the user will be 
confused or otherwise uncomfortable. Therefore, the present 
invention has been made to avoid a blank scroll screen when the 
display screen is scrolled (page 5, lines 5-8). 

As clearly defined in Claims 1 and 11, to avoid the blank 
scroll, the navigation system (1) detects the condition in which 
blank scroll will arise when the screen is scrolled, (2) stops 
scrolling the screen even if the scroll signal is provided and 
reads the map data ahead in the scroll direction when the blank 
scroll condition is detected, (3) evaluates the shape point of the 
visible object to determine whether any part of the visible object 
should come within a display range when the screen is further 
scrolled in the scroll direction, and (4) immediately displays the 
location which shows the visible object. In other words, the 
navigation system checks whether the "blank scroll" will arise, and 
if so, jumps to a particular location in the scroll direction where 
there is a visible object to show the map image at the location. 
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Notwithstanding this straight forward and intuitive features 
of the present invention, the final office action dated October 1, 
2008 irrationally states that the present invention does not 
satisfy the enablement requirement. At page 2 of the office 
action, with respect to the recitations "scrolling of the screen be 
stopped even if the user provides the scroll signal" in Claims 1 
and 11, it is stated that the term EVEN is interpreted that the 
scroll is stopped at all times implying that the screen is never 
scrolled and questioned that if the screen is never scrolled then 
how will be possible for the claims to meet the limitation "further 
scrolled" as recited in the claims? It is further stated that the 
limitations are contradictory because the screen is never scrolled 
EVEN if the scroll signal is provided by a user. 

As noted above, the examiner interpreted the word "even" to 
mean that the scroll is stopped at all times or the screen is never 
scrolled. This interpretation is wrong because it is clear from 
the claimed language that the scroll of screen is stopped only when 
the blank condition is detected . Further, the first element of the 
claim clearly shows that the method (navigation system) receives 
the scroll signal initiated by the user, thus it is irrational to 
interpret that the scroll is stopped at all times or the screen is 
never scrolled . In short, the claimed invention is not 
contradicting but the examiner's understanding is contradicting. 

The examiner failed to show any prima facie evidence that 
supports the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). The cited Yokota 
reference does not show any operation or structure to detect the 
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blank condition or avoid showing the blank screen. For example, 
with respect to the feature (1) noted above to detect the condition 
that the blank scroll will arise by evaluating the map data to be 
displayed, the examiner stated that Yokota et al . or background 
section of the instant application shows this feature. Fig. 12B of 
Yokota et al . shows the situation where the blank screen is 
displayed because the cursor is moved to the location where there 
is no objects. Figures 3 and 4 of the admitted prior art show the 
situation where the blank scroll has been created because no 
measure for detecting and avoiding the blank scroll is employed. 
None of them show the idea of detecting the upcoming blank scroll 
by evaluating the map data ahead. 

With respect to the feature (2) where the navigation system 
stops scrolling the screen even if the scroll signal is provided 
and reads the map data ahead in the scroll direction to find any 
visible object, the first half of the feature is incorrectly 
interpreted by the examiner as discussed above. With respect to 
the second half, the examiner points the locations in the cited 
Yokota reference such as col. 4, lines 1-28, col. 5, lines 2-30, 
etc. However, the descriptions in the cited Yokota reference do 
not provide any such an operation to find the visible object in the 
map data ahead when the blank scroll condition is detected . 

With respect to the feature (3) where the navigation system 
evaluates the shape point of the visible object that may come 
within a display range of the screen, the examiner states that 
Yokota et al . show this feature at col. 4, lines 1-28, col. 5, 
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lines 2-30, etc. However, the descriptions of Yokota et al . do not 
show such an operation to evaluate the shape points of the visible 
object for determining the display range . 

With respect to the feature (4) where the navigation system 
immediately displays the location which shows the visible object, 
the examiner points the descriptions in the background section of 
the instant application at pages 3 and 4. This section describes 
the situation where the blank scroll arises as a general background 
knowledge, which has no relationship with the operation to jump to 
the visible object to avoid the blank scroll . 

In short, the examiner fails to show the basis of rejection in 
a rational manner. In view of the arguments presented in the prior 
responses and the supplemental arguments presented herein, the 
applicant submits that the final office action dated October 1, 
2008 fails to set forth prima facie rejections for the claims of 
the present invention. Accordingly, the applicant respectfully 
request a finding that the finality is inappropriate. 



Respectfully submitted, 



MURAMATSU & ASSOCIATES 



Dated : 



By: 




Y^suo Muramatsu 
Registration No. 38,684 
114 Pacifica, Suite 310 
Irvine, CA 92618 
(949) 753-1127 
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